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FEDERAL STAKEHOLDERS  EXECUTIVE BRIEFING 
LOUISVILLE-SOUTHERN  INDIANA 

OHIO  RIVER BRIDGES 
EIS AND PRELIMINARY DESIGN 

OCTOBER 6, 1998 

The Federal Stakeholders Executive Briefing was held for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio 
River Bridges EIS and Preliminary Design on October 6, 1998 at 9:OO AM . in Room 105, South 
Wing, Kentucky Fair and Exposition Center in Louisville, Kentucky. Individuals in attendance 
and their affiliations are included on the attached listing. The meeting was hosted by the FHWA 
-Kentucky to acquaint the federal resource agencies with information concerning the project 
history, schedule and potential impact issues and to initiate the interagency coordination process. 

Mr.  Story and Mr..Fendrick welcomed meeting participants. Since the Ohio River serves as a 
jurisdictional dividing line for several of the federal agencies, both individuals urged cooperation 
in responding to coordination requests. It was further requested that intra-agency coordination 
occur, and that one office be designated as the coordination lead within a particular agency. Mr. 
Story reiterated that the meeting was scheduled to establish a collaborative process for federal 
stakeholders, and that a similar function was to be scheduled with state and local agencies at a 
later date. 

Following these opening remarks, Secretary Codell and Commissioner Wiley also welcomed the 
agency representatives. Secretary Codell stated that this is a  model project that can demonstrate 
how federal, state and local agencies can partner together for the common good. Commissioner 
Wiley expressed confidence in the consultant team of Community Transportation Solutions 
(CTS), and urged the federal agencies to streamline the review process for timely project 
completion. 

The final welcome was by Mr. Cleckley. He supported the premise that the involvement of 
different levels of government each with a different responsibility could be managed in a 
collaborative process. He stated that this project presented a unique opportunity to integrate 
environmental and transportation decisions early in project development, and that public 
involvement was key to successfully completing the process. 

Two (2) videos were shown following these introductions. The first one described a successful 
collaborative process used by the Missouri  DOT to bring a transportation project to fruition in 
Branson, Missouri. The second video was of a portion of a public forum held in Louisville as 
part ofthe ORMIS    study in 1996. 

John Clements, project manager for CTS, provided an overview of the proposed project. His 
presentation included formation of the joint (consultant) venture, project scope and schedule, and 
identification of key stakeholder issues. 

Following lunch, the resource agencies identified their concerns and areas of expertise. The 
following summarizes that open discussion by agency. 
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Advised CTS  to  view the historical resources not  just  a      s solitary structures, but as  cultural 
landscapes. The adjacent landscapes are viewed as contributing to  the historical significance of 
various structures, especially in Harrods Creek and Prospect. 
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FEIS EARLY COORDINATION 
 

Resource Agency       Date of Response Page  
 
Anne M. Northup, Member of Congress   February 26, 1999 1 
USFWS, Cookeville Field Office    November 2, 1998 5 
        April 26, 2000  7 
USFWS, Bloomington Field Office    November 6, 1998 9 
        February 5, 1999 11 
        No Date  15 
USDOI, National Park Service    No Date  17 
USACE, Louisville District     February 2, 1999 19 
USDA, NRCS       March 13, 2000 29 
USDA, Forest Service, Hoosier National Forest  January 5, 1999 39 
USEPA, Region 5      February 22, 1999 41 
US HUD, Office of the Community Builders   December 28, 1998 47 
US HUD, Environmental Staff    January 12, 1999 49 
IDNR, Executive Office     November 25, 1998 51 
        January 29, 1999 53 
IDNR, Division of Nature Preserves    February 4, 1999 55 
        January 25, 2000 59 
IDNR, DHPA       January 6, 1999 63 
        April 5, 1999  65 
        April 15, 1999  69 
        August 9, 1999 71 
        February 16, 2000 73 
        June 12, 2000  75 
        August 14, 2000 85 
        August 15, 2000 88 
        August 22, 2000 93 
        December 1, 2000 95 
        April 11, 2001  97 
        April 18, 2001  99 
        August 30, 2001 105 
IDEM        May 13, 1999  109 
Indiana Geological Survey     January 26, 1999 111 
INDOT, Aeronautics Section     January 15, 1999 113 
Kentucky Public Service Commission   December 21, 1998 115 
Kentucky NREPC, Department for Natural Resources, December 23, 1998 117 
 Division of Conservation    February 25, 2000  119 
Kentucky NREPC, Department for Environmental   January 13, 1999 121 
 Protection        
Kentucky SNPC      February 4, 1999 125 
Kentucky Heritage Council     November 5, 1999 135 
        November 29, 1999 137 
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Kentucky Heritage Council  (Continued)   December 22, 1999  39 
                   August 18, 2000 141 
        February 6, 2001 142 
        February 20, 2001 145 
        May 21, 2001  149 
        June 18, 2001  151 
        August 20, 2001 153 
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources February 9, 1999 155 
        September 14, 1999 161 
Board of Commissioners of Clark County, Indiana  February 1, 2000 169 
Jefferson County Public Works    February 21, 2000 171 
        May 31, 2000  173 
The City of Jeffersonville, Indiana    February 16, 1999 175 
        December 5, 2000 181 
Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan   December 22, 2000 183 
 Sewer District      January 18, 2001 185 
        February 22, 2001 187 
Louisville Waterfront Development Corporation  June 14, 2000  189 
City of Prospect      December 15, 2000 191 
Harrods Creek Fire Department    February 16,1999 193 
National Trust for Historic Preservation   March 18, 1999 195 
River Fields, Inc.      December 20, 1999 197 
Sierra Club, Greater Louisville Group   May 11, 2000  199 
        July 17, 2000  201 
Sierra Club, Cumberland Chapter    May 5, 2000  205 
American Lung Association     June 20, 2000  207 
CART        May 26, 2000  209 
        December 7, 2000 215 
        December 19, 2000 219 
Resources Council      June 20, 2000  221 
Citizens Environmental Leadership Council   July 11, 2000  223 
EarthSave, Louisville Chapter    June 20, 2000  225 
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians   August 9, 2000 227 
Insight Communications     October 26, 2000 229 
Louisville and Indiana Railroad    November 3, 2000 231 
Louisville Water Company     October 25, 2000 233 
        February 5, 2001 235 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company   November 27, 2000 239 
        December 29, 2000 241 
        January 30, 2001 243 
        February 21, 2001 245 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.    December 4, 2000 247 
Indiana – American Water Company, Inc.   December 1, 2000 248 
Indiana Gas        February 5, 2001 250 
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SCOPING DOCUMENT 
LOUISVILLE-SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT 
 
I. PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
A. Purpose of Scoping Document 
 
The Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KTC) 
initiated the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in September of 1998.  The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is scheduled for completion by summer of 2000.  The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) is expected to be completed in 2001.  The EIS will objectively 
evaluate each of the project alternatives for potential impacts to the natural and cultural environment.  
The project alternatives generally include: no action (maintaining existing facilities only); transportation 
system management/transportation demand management; mass transit improvement; and upgrading the 
highway network including construction of additional bridges across the Ohio River. 
 
An initial step in completing the EIS is the preparation of a scoping document.  The purpose of the 
scoping document is to provide preliminary information regarding specific areas that may be impacted 
and to identify issues of potential concern.  This document briefly describes alternatives under 
consideration and identifies the social, economic, and environmental issues that are expected to be 
factors in evaluating the highway alternatives. 
 
This document is being distributed to agencies and local jurisdictions having project review or  permit 
authority in order to achieve consensus among agencies as to those issues that should be emphasized in 
the EIS.  Initial comments received by representatives of state and federal agencies and local 
jurisdictions, as well as the public, will be discussed in scoping meetings scheduled for September 1999, 
in the general Louisville, Kentucky area. 
 
B.  Location and Description 
 
The EIS project area extends from approximately the Falls of the Ohio River to the vicinity of the 
Jefferson County/Oldham County, Kentucky line on the east and from I-64 on the south to I-265 in 
Indiana on the north (See Figure 1).  The Kentucky side of the river is heavily developed while the 
Indiana side is urban in the western half and more agricultural to the east.  Historical parcels and 
districts are scattered throughout the project area. Potential threatened or endangered species habitat and 
other sensitive resources may be encountered along the riverbanks.  Archaeological sites may exist and 
be discovered within the project limits.  The Six Mile Island Nature Preserve lies approximately in the 
center of the project study area. 
 
C. Project Justification 
 
 Louisville is the largest of the metropolitan areas in Kentucky.  During the past decade it has 
experienced household and employment growth of seven and thirteen percent, respectively.  Most of the 
growth has been in eastern Jefferson County.  Residential development is occurring along the I - 64  and 
I – 71 corridors extending into western Oldham County.  Large commercial/retail shopping centers 
(greater than 200,000 square feet) have recently developed in the Brownsboro Road / Westport Road / I 
– 265 area.  This growth is projected to continue through the next two decades.  
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Until very recently, similar growth has not been as pronounced across the Ohio River in Southern 
Indiana. For example, at the Indiana Port Commission’s Clark Maritime Center in eastern Jeffersonville, 
developed in the late 1980’s, employment has lagged behind intial expectations.   However, 
development pressures now are being experienced.  Major commercial / retail centers have been 
developed in the Jeffersonville SR 62 corridor.  The Clark Maritime Center has experienced rapid 
growth in the past three years.  There are approximately 2,000 employed at present.  Employment is 
projected by the Clark Maritime Center to increase by 50 percent in the next five years.  
Groundbreaking for significant residential, recreational and commercial development in Jeffersonville 
has occurred in the past year. 
 
The Indiana Army Ammunition Plant (IAAP) on the banks of the Ohio River near Charlestown is at the 
eastern edge of the project area. It is opposite eastern Jefferson County and western Oldham County in 
Kentucky. Since ammunition production ceased at the plant about six years ago, some of the site has 
been converted to an industrial park. It comprises the largest area of undeveloped land or land that could 
be redeveloped in the Louisville metropolitan area. Of the plant’s approximate ten square miles, three-
quarters is available for local authority or agency development.  The remaining 25 percent of the plant 
area is available for local government development, subject to stipulations regarding disposition of 
leases with existing tenants of the industrial park.  This area is commonly acknowledged by Kentucky 
and Indiana officials and agencies as that having the highest potential for development in metropolitan 
Louisville.  It is also acknowledged that if the IAAP is to be redeveloped, transportation access must be 
improved. 
 
Weekday traffic on the three Ohio River bridges - the Kennedy Memorial Bridge (I – 65), the Clark 
Memorial Bridge (US 31) and the Sherman Minton Bridge (I – 64) - is nearing 250,000 vehicles.  
During peak periods of travel these volumes approach, and in some instances, exceed the bridge 
capacities. Degraded and undesirable levels of service (LOS E and F) are currently experienced on the 
Clark and Kennedy bridges and on the highways providing access to the bridges. 
 
The accident rates on the Ohio River Bridges and approach roadways are significantly higher than the 
rates experienced on other urban freeways in both Kentucky and Indiana. 
    
Trans-Ohio River vehicle traffic is projected to increase 35 percent during the next 25 years. If no 
improvements are made, traffic crossing the Ohio River will experience increased travel times and 
associated degradations of service.  The projected number of accidents will increase accordingly. 
 
 II. PROJECT STATUS 
 
A. Project Background 
 
As the Greater Louisville area (encompassing Jefferson, Oldham, Shelby, and Bullitt Counties in 
Kentucky and Clark and Floyd counties in Indiana) continues to grow, increased demands are being 
placed upon the existing transportation network.  In addition, the juncture of three interstate highways   
(I-64, I-65, I-71) occurs in the downtown Louisville area at the Kennedy Interchange,  referred to 
locally as “Spaghetti Junction”, adding national and regional traffic into the already overburdened local 
network.  Improvements have been undertaken by both the Indiana and Kentucky transportation 
agencies, and this has done much to improve traffic flow on each side of the Ohio River.  The river, 
however, remains an impediment to any real solution, as the existing crossings are pushed to their 
respective limits.  The current transportation system limitations also provide barriers to planned and 
anticipated economic development in both the downtown and east-end of the project area.  The accident 
rate within the Kennedy Interchange area is two and one half times the Kentucky statewide average for 
urban freeways.  On the Indiana side, accident rates are 50 percent greater than statewide averages on 

  
 
 

 scoping document.doc                  - 3 -  



the section of I-65 leading to the Kennedy Bridge.  Recent minor improvements to the bridges and 
approaches (widenings, shoulder/guardrail enhancements, restriping, etc.) have had some effects; 
however, any gains are expected to be relatively short-lived and are only considered to be short-term 
improvements until a comprehensive solution can be provided.  Traffic on existing river crossings has 
steadily increased and that trend is expected to continue. 
 
Several studies in the Louisville Metropolitan area have been conducted over the years in an attempt to 
determine an appropriate solution.  The most recent was the Ohio River Major Investment Study 
(ORMIS) which was begun in mid-1995 and concluded in mid-1997.  The conclusion of the ORMIS 
was that the solution to the area's transportation problem is threefold. The first step would be to 
construct a new bridge crossing on the east side of Louisville extending from the Gene Snyder Freeway 
(I-265/SR 841) or Watterson Expressway (I-264) in Kentucky to the present Indiana 265 terminus at SR 
62 in Indiana.  The second step would be the construction of a new downtown bridge.  The third step 
would be the reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange and the approaching interstate highways to 
increase direct capacity, to separate decision points, and to either remove or lengthen traffic weaving 
sections.  Although the ORMIS report included specific recommendations regarding preferred 
alternatives for each location, its results do not represent a final agency decision.  ORMIS was a "Major 
Investment Study" and, as such, the environmental studies and alternatives analyses were not taken to 
the level of detail required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Likewise, public and 
agency involvement, although substantial, did not satisfy all of the requirements of NEPA and the 
public hearing process.  For projects of this magnitude, a Major Investment Study is often accomplished 
prior to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and becomes the starting point for the EIS. The 
preparation of the EIS is underway. 
 
B. Environmental Impact Statement Process 
 
This process involves evaluating alternatives and their potential impacts, and recommending a proposed 
solution for the identified transportation needs.  The analysis of alternatives and consideration of 
enviromental impacts will be documented in a DEIS.  Upon completion of the DEIS, a formal public 
hearing will be held (anticipated in the summer of 2000).  Subsequent to the public hearing, public and 
agency comments will be analyzed and responded to, an FEIS will be prepared, and an alternative will 
be selected.  The  FEIS will document the selected alternative and the reasons it was selected, and will 
describe the impacts of the selected alternative, including proposed mitigation.  It is anticipated that the 
FEIS will be completed approximately six to nine months after the public hearing.  A Record of 
Decision (ROD), which constitutes the agency’s final action with respect to the proposal, can be 
finalized thirty days after agencies have had an opportunity to review the FEIS.  Approval of the ROD 
will constitute location and environmental approval for the project. 
 
C. Public And Agency Development 
 
During the initial phase of the EIS process, resource agencies, local officials and the general public have 
been given an opportunity to comment to help determine the scope of the environmental document, the 
appropriate level of analysis and related informational requirements.  In addition to the scoping process 
and the public hearings, a public information program is being carried out as part of the project effort.  
Elements of the public involvement program include quarterly project newsletters to update citizens on 
the progress of the effort, creation of regional and local citizen working committees, a web site and a 
toll-free telephone information line that citizens can utilize to express specific concerns and to receive 
project updates.  
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engineering evaluation and environmental analysis, and to encourage input.  Feedback resulting from 
the public information program and from local governmental representatives will be incorporated into 
the DEIS.  
 
III. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
A. No Action 
 
This alternative would maintain the existing transportation system in the project area. It will be 
augmented with adopted regional transportation plan improvements outside the project area. 
 
B. Transportation System And Demand Management 
 
Alternatives such as improvements to local intersections and other operational alternatives will be 
reviewed during the EIS process.  Transportation demand management strategies proposed and analyzed 
will include provision of HOV facilities, carpooling programs, subsidized transit passes and peak travel 
shedding.   
 
C. Mass Transportation 
 
This alternative will include expansion of local bus service provided by the Transit Authority of River 
City (TARC).  Current trans-Ohio River service consists of bus service on six routes. The findings of 
the recently completed Major Investment Study - Transportation Tomorrow (T2) which focused upon 
the viability of fixed guideway transit service in the Louisville Metropolitan area will be utilized to 
assess transit alternatives.  
 
D. Highway  
 
This project intially was conceived as a two bridge highway project to alleviate congestion within the 
Greater Louisville Area, to address regional network connectivity concerns and to provide for the future 
transportation needs in light of proposed development of the region.  Using the existing highway 
network as a base, three distinct area corridors appear to provide the best opportunities for route 
continuity.   The three corridors are: 
 
The Far East corridor would allow for an east end bridge and alignment to connect the present termini of 
I-265 in both Indiana (at SR 62) and Kentucky (at I-71);  
 
The Near East corridor would maintain the east end alignment connection with I-265 in Indiana, but 
would move the Kentucky terminus to the I-71/I-264 (Watterson Expressway) interchange; and  
 
Downtown area covers the Ohio River from the Falls of the Ohio eastward to approximately the eastern 
edge of the Kennedy Interchange (Spaghetti Junction.) 
 
Within each of the corridors are various alignments; the general location of these corridors proposed for 
initial consideration are shown in Figure 2.  Alignments in each of these corridors are described below.  
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FAR EAST 
 

North - beginning approximately 1.5 kilometers west of the I-265/I-71 interchange, this 
generalized alignment proceeds north away from the present I-265/SR 841 alignment, through 
the southern half of the City of Prospect and a  portion of the Transylvania Beach area in 
Kentucky before crossing the Ohio River into Indiana between Utica and the recently closed 
Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, and then proceeding to join Indiana 265 at the SR 62 
interchange in Indiana. 
 
Middle – starting at the present terminus of SR 841/I-265 at US 42, this generalized alignment 
crosses the southern edge of Transylania Beach in Kentucky and after bridging over the Ohio 
River follows the North alignment on to the Indiana 265/SR 62 interchange. 
 
South – beginning approximately 750 m east of the SR 841/I-265 intersection with US 42, this 
generalized alignment proceeds south along Little Goose Creek before exiting Kentucky at 
Juniper Beach.  It passes through Indiana just east of the Clark Maritime Center and connects 
with the present end of Indiana 265 at SR 62. 
 

NEAR EAST 
 
The alignments for this corridor proceed from the east at the I-71/I-264 interchange and follows 
I-71 west through the curve at which point it turns north to cross the Ohio River west of Six 
Mile Island. It proceeds through Indiana along the western edge of the Clark Maritime Center 
until terminating at the Indiana 265/SR 62 interchange. 

 
DOWNTOWN 
 

Upstream from the existing I-65 Bridge alignment –the alignment would include a new Ohio 
River crossing immediately to the east of the existing Kennedy bridge (I-65) 
 
Downstream from the existing I-65 Bridge alignment  – this alternative would include a new 
bridge immediately to the west of the existing Kennedy Bridge (I-65) and east of the existing 
Clark Memorial Bridge (US 31) 
 
9th Street – this alternative would begin at the existing 9th Street/I-64 Interchange in Kentucky 
and cross the Ohio River into southern Clarksville, Indiana at which point it would proceed 
northeasterly to merge with I-65 at approximately 10th Street in Jeffersonville, Indiana. 
 

Different scenarios regarding the bridges and locations will be considered in the alternatives 
development.  The two bridge recommendation of the ORMIS, both an east end and a downtown bridge, 
will be considered.  Various single bridge alternatives will also likely be proposed and assessed during 
the preparation of the EIS.  
 
The likely roadway typical cross-sections to be considered are a six-lane rural expressway with grassed 
median for the Far East and Near East alignments and an eight-lane urban expressway with median 
barrier and a three lane Collector-Distributor (CD) or frontage road on each side for the Downtown 
areas.  The former will be addressed as a four lane facility that can be expanded to six lanes.  Figure 3 
shows the proposed cross-sections. 
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The typical right-of-way width will be in the vicinity of 75 to 90 meters with the actual width dependent 
on the merger of geology and topography of the area with the alignment being considered. 
 
IV. IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ISSUES 
 
Several issues will be examined during the course of the analysis and preparation of this EIS.  These 
include: 
 
A. Traffic And Transportation  
 
Year 2025 projected travel demand volumes on the three existing highway bridges in the project area for 
the no-build alternative are in the 336,000 ADT range; this represents an approximately 35 percent 
increase over the existing volumes.  The study team will assess the transportation impacts associated 
with the no-build, TSM/ TDM and build alternatives.  Traffic data inputs for air quality and noise 
evaluations also will be prepared. 
 
B. Regional Development Impact Trends  
 
 The impact analysis will address the direct, indirect and cumulative effects on land use and social and 
economic resources that are relevant to the proposed improvements.  Future land uses in the project area 
will be reviewed, including: the relationship to regional and local development plans; planned 
construction of public facilities; residential growth; conditions of development and open space that may 
influence or be influenced by any proposed project; and the pace and characteristics of change.  Effects 
on the projected land use and socioeconomic conditions for all alternatives, including the no-build, will 
be analyzed.  This includes (but is not limited to) direct impacts on existing households, properties, land 
uses, community activities, and tax base. 
 
C. Displacements 
 

1. All build alternatives will require additional right-of-way.  There will be residential, 
commercial and outbuilding displacements associated with any Downtown, Near East 
or Far East bridge alternatives, and with any reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange 
area. 

 
 2. Relocation assistance will be provided to displaced residential and commercial property 

owners in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 

 
 3. Relocation resources will be made available to all residential and business relocatees 

without discrimination. 
 
 4. The relocation assistance and property acquisition will be undertaken to avoid 

disproportionate impacts to the elderly, handicapped, non-drivers, transit-dependent, 
minority and ethnic groups, and low income households. 
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D. Farmland  
 
Prime, unique and state or locally important farmland will be tabulated.  Impacts of the project 
alternatives on individual farm operations as well as farmland enrolled in the Farmland and Open Space 
Preservation Act (Act No. 116, Public Acts of 1974) will be evaluated in the EIS.  Farmland would be 
impacted by any Near East or Far East bridge alternative. 
 
E. Local Access  
 
The highway facilities being considered are all interstate highway in nature and, therefore, would be 
limited access.  Because of the new corridors being considered and rights-of-way to be acquired, access 
control will be especially important for the build alternatives; maintenance of existing access and 
provisions for alternative means of access will be critical.  Interchange locations will also be of critical 
concern to provide for future needs while still adhering to local desires and requirements. 
 
F. Air Quality  
 
The existing air quality for the project area will be evaluated in order to determine a baseline for 
assessing the air quality impacts of the project alternatives.  Air quality will be analyzed with respect to 
the NAAQS.  The air quality analysis will be performed for the project base year (1999), and for the no-
build and build alternatives for the project implementation year (2010) and design year (2025).  Project 
conformity with the appropriate State Implementation Plans also will be evaluated. 
 
G. Noise and Vibration  
 
The sensitive noise receptors associated with each alternative will be identified and background noise 
levels at selected sensitive receptors will be established. Vibration studies will be conducted.  Mitigation 
measures, where feasible, will be recommended where significant impacts are predicted for build 
alternatives. 
 
H. Wetland/Stream Crossings 
 
 1. In addition to the Ohio River itself, the Near East and Far East alignments have the 

potential to affect Harrods, Goose and Little Goose Creeks on the Kentucky side and 
Lentzier and Lancassange Creeks on the Indiana side. 

 
 2. Impacts of the project alternatives on streams and associated wetlands will be analyzed, 

including effects on wildlife, waterfowl and fisheries habitat and water quality. 
 
 3. Floodplain encroachment is anticipated with the build alternatives because of the nature of 

this project.  However, it is anticipated that impacts can be  minimized by extending the 
bridges to appropriate limits. 

 
4. Potential wetland mitigation sites will be analyzed, if appropriate. 
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I. Natural Environmental Conditions 
 
 1. Consequences of the project alternatives on aquatic and terrestrial habitats will be 

analyzed, including information on the presence of threatened, endangered, and rare 
species. 

 
2.         Impacts to upland and floodplain forests will be analyzed.  Included in this analysis will be 

related impacts to the habitats of plant species listed as threatened, endangered or of 
special concern.  Additionally, since these woodlands provide important wildlife habitat 
and help to maintain groundwater and runoff quality, associated impacts will be evaluated. 

 
 3.  Impacts on aquatic systems (fish and benthic invertebrates) will include habitat loss and 

short-term effects due to construction-related activities.  Existing studies on highway 
runoff pollutants and aquatic habitats will be important in the EIS. 

 
J. Hydraulics and Hydrology  
 
A large amount of the project area is without significant topographic relief and crosses areas adjacent to 
wetlands.  Drainage impacts of the build alternatives could be substantial. Consequences of the project 
alternatives on surface water resources will be analyzed.  The following will be considered: 
 
 1.  Impacts of construction and operation on surface water will include erosion and siltation 

impacts at the river and stream crossings, as well as long-term impacts associated with 
highway runoff. 

 
 2.    Impacts of construction and operation on surface water flow will analyze the potential 

crossings of the 100-year floodplain, both above and below the river crossings.  
Preliminary studies necessary to make a proper evaluation of possible floodplain 
encroachment will be performed.  Efforts in this task will be coordinated with the 
hydraulic engineering studies. 

 
K. Hazardous Substances  
 
A preliminary screening of the potential project alignment corridors will be conducted.  Sites in the 
corridors identified as having high hazardous substance potential will be investigated.  These sites are 
expected to be identified early in the study to allow sufficient time for more detailed screening or 
investigations for alternative route or layout considerations.  Soil borings and testing will be performed 
as needed.  Estimated costs of cleanup will be developed for potentially impacted sites. 
 
L. Recreation  
 
Recreational resources are known to exist in the study corridor.  If it is determined that land from an 
historic site, publicly-owned park, recreation area or waterfowl/wildlife refuge may be used by a build 
alternative, the requirements of 23 USC 138 (Section 4(f) of the DOT Act) will be addressed. 
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M. Historical Significance  
 
A preliminary survey of historic structures and archaelogical sites in the corridor will be conducted.  For 
historic structures that could be impacted, architectural investigations will be conducted to assess if 
construction or operation of the project could have any effect.  Additionally, archaeological sites could 
be affected by the build alternatives, and these too will be investigated.  Documentation of both historic 
impacts and archaeological disturbances and potential mitigation measures will be in compliance with  
Section 4(f) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
N. Visual/Aesthetics 
 
In the Near East and Far East corridors, an evaluation will be made of the placement of a bridge in a 
location where none existed before.  It will be very important to achieve harmony with public desires 
and functional needs.  In addition, due to the historic significance of some of the properties within the 
corridors, various screening techniques may need to be used to protect the visual integrity of adjacent 
parcels.  Both of these functions will be extremely important to public acceptance of any build option 
and will be thoroughly examined.  The visual/aesthetics of another bridge in the downtown area will be 
examined with special consideration given to the setting of the alternative bridge crossing with existing 
bridges. 
 
O. Navigation   
 
The Ohio River, like the roads that cross it, is a vital link in the transportation network of the region and 
the nation.  Any work of a temporary (construction) or a permanent nature that is performed within the 
river will be coordinated with the U.S. Coast Guard and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to satisfy the 
requirements of both commercial and recreational navigation needs. 
 
 
V. ACTIONS TO FOLLOW 
 
The following steps will occur as part of the project and are milestones to reaching a Record of 
Decision.  
 
A. Scoping Meeting 
 
An agency scoping meeting will be held in Louisville, Kentucky on September 8, 1999.  
 
B. Purpose And Need Statement 
 
A Preliminary Draft Purpose and Need Statement, prepared by the Project consultant, will be developed 
and available for review by agencies and the public during August or September 1999.  
 
C. Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
A DEIS is scheduled for distribution during the summer of 2000.  Comments received from both 
agencies and the public during the scoping process will be addressed in the DEIS.  
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D. Public Hearing 
 
It is anticipated that a public hearing to review the DEIS will be held in August 2000.  The selection of a 
preferred alternative would not occur until after a review of comments received on the DEIS (minimum 
45-day comment period).  
 
 
E. Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Record of Decision 
 
The FEIS will respond to citizen and agency input and address the specific impacts of the selected 
alternative.  It is anticipated that an FEIS will be completed by Spring 2001.  The FEIS must be 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  The FHWA will issue the Record of 
Decision (ROD).  It will document the decision of the FHWA with respect to the project, and is 
expected in Summer 2001.  In the case of selection of one of the build alternatives, advancement of the 
final design will occur following issuance of the ROD.  Right-of-way acquisition and construction 
would then advance dependent upon the availability of funding.  
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Appendix C.8
INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

AGENCY COORDINATION MEETING 

















































AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY 
 
The former Louisville nonattainment area--
consisting of Clark and Floyd counties, IN, 
Jefferson County, KY, and parts of Bullitt and 
Oldham counties, KY—was designated as a 
moderate nonattainment area for the 
pollutant ozone for many years.  The region 
should have attained the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone by 
1996 but did not.  Finally, the number of 
exceedances of the standard was sufficiently 
low during the years of 1998, 1999, and 2000 
that the air quality agencies of the region 
were able to request that the region be 
redesignated as a maintenance area in 
attainment of the standard.  The 
redesignation request was approved in 
November, 2001.  A brief history of the 
region’s air quality follows. 
 
 
AIR QUALITY HISTORY 
 
As previously stated, the former Louisville 
nonattainment area was designated as a 
moderate nonattainment area for many 
years.  As part of the effort to attain the 
NAAQS for ozone and to partially fulfill the 
requirements of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990, Indiana and Kentucky 
submitted State Implementation Plans (SIPs) 
committing to the reduction of emissions of 
VOCs by 15% relative to adjusted 1990 levels.  
The Indiana SIP was submitted to US EPA in 
December 1993 and was found incomplete 
with a Protective Finding in July 1994.  It was 
subsequently approved in July 1997.  The 
Kentucky SIP was submitted to US EPA in 
November 1993 and was found incomplete 
with a Protective Finding in April 1994.  It was 
found administratively complete in September 
1997, and subsequently approved in 
September 1999. 
 
 
 
The local nonattainment area should have 
attained the standard by 1996.  However, the 

number of exceedances in 1994 and 1995 
was too great for the ozone standard to be 
attained by 1996.  At that time, 
implementation of the contingency measure 
in the Kentucky State Implementation (air 
quality) Plan was begun.  It was hoped that 
the measures undertaken to improve air 
quality would help decrease the number of 
exceedances to a level such that the region 
could seek an extension of the deadline to 
1997 and a second extension to 1998 with 
the expectation that the ozone standard 
would be met then. Unfortunately, the 
nonattainment area experienced several 
exceedances of the standard during the 
summer of 1997 and during May and 
September of 1998.  The number of the 
exceedances was sufficient that the local 
area was not able to achieve the standard by 
1998.  Efforts to improve air quality continued 
in the region, and the number of 
exceedances for 1999 and 2000 was 
sufficiently small that in 2001 the state and 
local air quality agencies were able to 
request that the region be redesignated as a 
maintenance area in attainment of the ozone 
standard.  As part of the request for 
redesignation, a plan was submitted 
indicating how the ozone standard was to be 
maintained in the region.  Included in that 
plan were limits on the amount of pollutant 
emissions from mobile sources.  These 
limits, known as budgets, were established 
for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and 
for oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), the precursors 
of ozone. 
 
 
CONFORMITY OF HORIZON 2025 
 
The long-range plan, Horizon 2025, has been 
examined to determine if it is in conformity 
with the SIPs of Indiana and Kentucky.  In 
general, examinations for conformity have two 
major components: (1) an air quality analysis 
to determine that air pollutant emissions do 
not exceed the budgets for VOCs and NOx set 
in the SIPs and (2) a monitoring of the 



progress in implementation of the 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) 
contained in the SIPs.  After consultation with 
the state and local air quality agencies and US 
EPA, it was determined that there are no 
approved TCMs in the SIPs of Indiana and 
Kentucky.  Therefore, it was possible to show 
conformity of Horizon 2025 simply by 
determining that the air pollutant emissions do 
not exceed the budgets in the SIPs. 
 
The air quality analysis involved three 
procedures.  First, a travel model using the 
MINUTP software was used to determine the 
vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT).  The VMT was 
then adjusted using factors which had been 
previously derived for the base year (1998).  
These factors allow the model output to be 
reconciled with estimates of VMT and speed 
from the Highway Performance Monitoring 
System (HPMS).  Second, the Mobile 6.0 
emission factor model was used to determine 
the emission factors for VOCs and NOx.  
Third, the VMT was then multiplied by the 
emission factors to determine the emissions.  
These products were summed to find the total 
emissions for each county and ultimately the 
study area for a given analysis year.  Further 
explanation of the components of the analysis 
follows. 
 
KIPDA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 
  
The KIPDA travel demand model is a 
mathematical model which relates travel to 
basic socioeconomic information.  The domain 
of the model is a study area which includes 
Clark and Floyd counties in Indiana and Bullitt 
County, Jefferson County, and Oldham 
County in Kentucky.  This area is divided into 
757 smaller units called zones. 
 
The KIPDA travel demand model underwent a 
recalibration which was completed in March 
2001.  This recalibration established 1998 as 
the new base year for the model.  During the 
1990’s, there were three major efforts to 
collect travel data, and the results of these 
studies had been incorporated into the travel 

demand model during an update which was 
completed in 1996.  The studies were the 
Ohio River Screenline Origin-Destination 
Vehicular Study, the TARC Travel Forecasting 
Study, and the External Origin and Destination 
Study.  The first study provided information 
about the character of the traffic crossing the 
Ohio River including the ends of the trip.  The 
latter two studies provided information about 
the extent of tripmaking in the region, and the 
characteristics of the trips and the tripmakers 
including length of trip and tendency to use 
private vehicles or public transit.  The 
recalibration in 2001 utilized the information 
incorporated into the travel model during the 
update of 1996 and adjusted the model 
parameters such that the model output 
matched—within reason--three calibration 
criteria based on measured data.  These 
criteria were:  (1) daily VMT for all highway 
facilities except local roads for the five-county 
region; (2) total daily boardings and alightings; 
and (3) highway traffic volumes crossing 
seventeen screenlines or cutlines.  The result 
of the recalibration was a travel model which 
replicated travel in the Louisville area for 1998.  
The recalibrated travel model was 
subsequently used in the regional air quality 
analysis. 
 
The KIPDA travel demand model uses the 
standard four steps of modeling: trip 
generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and 
trip assignment.  In addition, it considers travel 
by vehicles entering, leaving, and crossing the 
study area.  These types of trips are known as 
external-internal, internal-external, and 
external-external, respectively.  The internal 
ends of these trips are determined by the 
methods described below for internal-internal 
travel.  The external ends are determined from 
the volume of traffic crossing the study area 
boundary at any of the 48 external stations. 
 
Trip generation is the process of determining 
the number of unlinked trip ends--called 
productions and attractions--and their spatial 
distribution based on socioeconomic variables 
such as households and employment.  Trip 



rates used to define these relationships were 
derived from the travel data collection efforts 
described above.  This information was 
supplemented by use of the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program 
Report #187 and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers' Trip Generation 
Report.  The KIPDA travel demand model 
uses three internal-internal trip purposes and 
utilizes different trip rates for each.  Internal-
internal trips are those which have both ends 
inside the model domain.  The three purposes 
are home-based work, home-based other, and 
non home-based. 
 
Trip distribution is the process of linking the 
trip ends thereby creating trips which traverse 
the area.  The KIPDA travel model uses a 
gravity model to link all trips except the 
external-external ones.  The gravity model is 
based on the principle that productions are 
linked to attractions as a direct function of the 
number of attractions of a zone and as an 
inverse function of the travel time between 
zones.  This inverse function of travel time is 
used to generate parameters called friction 
factors which, in turn, direct the gravity model. 
The friction factors used in the gravity model 
were developed as part of the calibration effort 
performed during the model update of 1996.  
In addition, information from the study which 
investigated the behavior of travelers crossing 
the Ohio River and traffic count information 
from 1998 were utilized to develop additional 
parameters called K-factors.  The K-factors 
are used by the model to ensure that it is 
predicting the correct volume of traffic crossing 
the Ohio River. 
 
Mode choice is the process used to separate 
the trips which use transit from those which 
use automobiles.  It is also used to separate 
the auto drive-alone trips from auto shared-
ride trips.  In the KIPDA travel demand model, 
mode choice is based primarily on information 
provided by the TARC Travel Forecasting 
Study. In the KIPDA travel demand model, the 
user’s benefit or utility is calculated for each 
mode based on zonal socioeconomic 

characteristics and the cost and time of the trip 
using the various modes.  A nested logit 
model is used to determine the probability of 
the trip being made by each of the modes.  
This probability is then multiplied by the 
number of trips between zones to determine 
the number of trips by each mode. 
 
Trip assignment is the process used to 
determine which links of the network a trip will 
use.  There are several assignment schemes 
which may be used.  Two of the more 
common schemes are All-or-Nothing (AON)--
in which all trips between two zones follow the 
shortest time path--and Stochastic--in which 
trips between two zones may be assigned to 
several paths based on their impedances or 
travel times.  It is not uncommon for travel 
models to use several assignment schemes in 
sequence to converge to a better assignment.  
A sequence commonly used involves using 
several AONs with the traffic volumes reported 
at the end of each scheme being a weighted 
average of the volumes from the most recent 
scheme and the volumes from the previous 
schemes.  A capacity restraint provision is 
used to adjust travel times between 
assignment schemes.  This sequence is called 
an equilibrium assignment.  The KIPDA travel 
model uses a five-step equilibrium 
assignment.  The results of this process allow 
for the calculation of vehicle-miles-traveled 
(VMT) and vehicle-hours-traveled (VHT).  
These are accomplished by multiplying the 
volume of traffic using a link by the distance of 
the link or the time required to travel the link. 
 
MOBILE 6.0 EMISSION FACTOR MODEL 
 
In addition to the VMT, emission factors are 
the other component in calculating emissions.  
As mentioned previously, the Louisville region 
is in a moderate nonattainment status for the 
pollutant ozone and must therefore control the 
precursors of ozone, VOCs and NOx.  The 
emission factors for VOCs and NOx were 
found using the Mobile 6.0 emission factor 
model.  The Air Pollution Control District of 
Jefferson County (APCD) produced the 



emission factors for Clark and Floyd counties, 
IN and Jefferson County, KY for each speed 
from 3 to 65 miles per hour and for the four 
facility types supported by the MOBILE model.  
The emission estimates for the nonattainment 
portions of Bullitt and Oldham counties, KY 
were developed by the Kentucky Division for 
Air Quality.  The procedure used in calculating 
these emission estimates will be discussed 
later. A listing of these emission factors can be 
obtained by contacting KIPDA. 
 
The VMT generated in the local area comes 
from vehicles subject to different 
inspection/maintenance (I/M) programs and 
from some vehicles not subject to I/M.  After 
2003, the I/M program in Jefferson County will 
be discontinued.  The fuels which are used in 
the nonattainment area include reformulated 
gasoline (RFG) and reduced Reid vapor 
pressure gasoline (RVP).  Unregulated 
gasoline is used in the areas adjacent to the 
nonattainment area, and vehicles from those 
areas can be expected to travel in the 
nonattainment area also.  The emission 
factors used in the air quality analysis vary by 
county because they represent a VMT-
weighted composite based on an estimate of 
travel in each county by vehicles from the 
various portions of the region.  The 
assumptions used in developing the 
composites were consistent with those of the 
appropriate air quality agency for each of the 
counties.  For Clark and Floyd counties, the 
assumptions of the Indiana Department of 
Environmental Management were used; for 
Bullitt and Oldham counties, the assumptions 
of the Kentucky Division for Air Quality were 
used; and for Jefferson County, the 
assumptions of the APCD were used. 
 
 
AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS PROCEDURES 
 
The air quality analysis involved three steps.  
The first step was to develop factors to adjust 
the output from the travel model to Highway 
Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) 
estimates for the base year, 1998.  The next 

step was to review the projects to determine 
which projects were “regionally significant” and 
needed to be included in the regional 
emissions analysis.  The final step was to 
perform the regional emissions analysis.  
Each of these steps is discussed below in 
greater detail. 
   
Adjustment Factors 
The first step in the air quality analysis 
involved comparing the outputs by the travel 
demand model to Highway Performance 
Monitoring System (HPMS) estimates for the 
base year, 1998.  Normally, this comparison 
would be done to determine a factor which 
could be applied to the final trip table of the 
model so that the model VMT would be 
approximately equal (within 2-3%) to the 1998 
HPMS VMT estimates from the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) and 
the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC).  
By doing this, the trips necessary to 
approximate the HPMS VMT would be subject 
to the capacity restraint provision of the model.  
However, since the KIPDA model was 
recalibrated recently and since the 1998 
HPMS VMT data were used as a criterion, it 
was not necessary to perform this step.  The 
model VMT for functionally-classified facilities 
was within one percent of the HPMS values 
for the same facilities.  Therefore, no 
adjustment was necessary for the final trip 
table. 
 
Although it was not necessary to adjust the 
final trip table, factors were developed to 
adjust the model output to account for 
variation between the model and HPMS within 
each of the five counties.  To do this, it was 
necessary to disaggregate the VMT from the 
1998 model run by county and functional 
classification. The VMT estimates derived 
from the model were then compared to the 
HPMS VMT estimates for 1998 to develop 
adjustment factors to be applied to the model 
output for subsequent years.  The adjustment 
factors for VMT were developed on a 
functional classification basis for each county.  
The adjustment factors for speed were 



developed in a similar manner using a VMT-
weighted basis for determining average 
speed.  Speed adjustment factors were 
developed for each functional classification for 
the region as a whole. 
 
Project Review 
The next step involved determining which 
transportation plan projects were "regionally 
significant" and therefore to be included in the 
regional emissions analysis.  Before 
determining which projects were to be 
included in the regional emissions analysis, a 
list of prospective projects for Horizon 2025 
had to be developed.  This was accomplished 
in two steps.  First, a public comment period 
was held to collect input concerning the 
projects in Horizon 2020, the previous long 
range plan.  In addition, the comment period 
was also used to collect input concerning 
perceived unaddressed needs.  Second, the 
results of this public comment period were 
transmitted to the local and state 
transportation agencies and other sponsors of 
projects in Horizon 2020.  The project 
sponsors were then asked to submit their 
prospective projects for Horizon 2025.   
 
After the projects were submitted, KIPDA 
reviewed them and the additional information 
submitted by project sponsors. The projects 
and supporting information were made 
accessible through an internet forum and all of 
the agencies involved in conformity 
consultation were invited to review the projects 
and supporting information and ask questions 
or make comments, as they deemed 
appropriate.  The result of the internet forum 
was concurrence concerning which projects 
were to be included in the air quality analysis 
and for which analysis years. 
 
Most of the projects which were excluded for 
the regional emissions analysis were exempt 
projects as defined in the Code of Federal 
Regulations in 40 CFR 93.126 and 40 CFR 
93.127.  In addition, a few projects were 
excluded from the regional emissions analysis 

due to a lack of sufficiently detailed 
information.  They include: 
 
 
 
 
 
1. TSM Projects 
 

Incident Management Program: 
This project involves providing the 
motorist with information concerning 
reduced capacity of the facility.  At this 
time, the route for diversion is totally 
at the discretion of the motorist.  
Therefore, there is insufficient 
information to quantify the emission 
impacts using the travel demand 
model approach. 

 
Spot Improvements: 
This is a funding mechanism for 
undetermined intersection 
improvements which would have 
minimal air quality impacts.  No 
projects are currently proposing use of 
these funds. 

 
2. TSM Corridors 
 
 A group of corridors was identified for 

improvements utilizing TSM.  At this 
point, sufficient detail is lacking for 
inclusion in the air quality conformity 
analysis. 

 
3. Roadway Projects 
 

  I-264 / Muhammad Ali Blvd./ River Park 
Dr. interchange: 

 At this point, sufficient detail is lacking 
for inclusion of this project in the air 
quality conformity analysis.  The project 
has not started. 

 
Regional Emissions Analysis 
After the projects for each analysis year were 
determined, the travel model was run using a 
network which reflected the highway and/or 



transit system(s) after the projects in the 
scenario were implemented.  In this way, the 
analyses reflected the highway and transit 
networks which were envisioned to be in place 
by the appropriate analysis year. 
 
The emission estimates for Clark and Floyd 
counties, IN and Jefferson County, KY were 
determined in the following manner.  After the 
model was run for each scenario, the 
adjustment factors were applied to the model 
output as described for the 1998 base year.  
The adjustments were applied to the volume 
and speed of each link based on its functional 
classification, and the emissions were 
calculated for the link.  The VMT and 
emissions were accumulated for each county. 
 
The emission estimates for the nonattainment 
portions of Bullitt and Oldham counties were 
developed by the Kentucky Division for Air 
Quality in the following manner.  The Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet utilized HPMS VMT 
estimates to forecast VMT by functional 
classification for each county for each of the 
analysis years.  Using a representative speed, 
the Kentucky Division for Air Quality 
developed an emission factor for each 
functional classification.  For each functional 
class, they then multiplied the VMT estimates 
by the emission factor to determine the 
emissions for that class.  The emissions for 
the various functional classes were summed 
for each county.  The emissions for Bullitt 
County were than multiplied by 0.41 to adjust 
for the portion of the county which is in the 
nonattainment area.  The emissions for 
Oldham County were multiplied by 0.50 for the 
same reason.  
 
After the emissions had been determined for 
each county, these values were summed to 
determine the emission totals by state and for 
the study area as a whole.  Two projects could 
not be included in the travel model and were 
not in Bullitt and Oldham counties.  These two 
projects were the Louisville Traffic Signal 
Improvement Program and TARC’s new and 
restructured transit service.  Estimates of the 

emission reductions of these projects were 
developed using spreadsheet methodologies.  
The emission reductions from these projects 
are minor (less than 20 kg/day) and were 
included in the calculation of the emissions for 
each state.  The calculation of the adjusted 
VOC and NOx emissions for the study area 
allowed comparison with the emission budgets 
in the Indiana and Kentucky SIPs. 
 
 
RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS 
 
The transportation plan, Horizon 2025, has 
been examined to determine if it is in 
conformity with the SIPs of Indiana and 
Kentucky.  The examination has been based 
on an air quality analysis to determine that air 
pollutant emissions did not exceed the 
budgets set in the maintenance plan (SIP). As 
previously mentioned, the other criterion for 
determining conformity would have been the 
progress in implementation of the 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) 
contained in the SIPs.  However, since 
consultation determined that there were no 
approved TCMs, that criterion did not affect 
the determination of conformity.  The results of 
the regional emissions analysis are discussed 
below. 
 
The regional emissions analysis was 
conducted to provide estimates of the levels 
of emissions of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) and oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) for the 
various scenarios.  Because the Indiana and 
Kentucky SIPs provide emission budgets for 
VOCs and NOx, the calculated emissions 
from each of the analysis years are used to 
perform an emission budget test. 
The results of the regional emissions 
analysis are summarized in Tables 5, 6, and 
7. Table 5 shows the vehicle-miles-traveled 
from the analysis.  Table 6 shows that for 
each of the analysis years, the VOC 
emission levels are less than the emission 
budget.  Table 7 shows that for each of the 
analysis years, the NOx emission levels are 
less than the emission budget. 



 
This regional emissions analysis of the 
projects in Horizon 2025 (including the 
Louisville Bridges FEIS Preferred Alternative 
“design concept and scope”) indicates that 
the plan contributes to the improvement of air 
quality.  In summary, it can be concluded that 
Horizon 2025 conforms to the SIPs, and thus 
the Louisville Bridges FEIS Preferred 
Alternative conforms to the SIPs.   
 
It should be noted that there is an 
“administrative freeze” on any new 
conformity findings, effective January 29, 
2003, until the Louisville Ozone Maintenance 
SIP is updated using Mobile 6.  KIDPA 
provided the VMT and travel speeds to the 
respective State Air Agencies, and it is 
anticipated that EPA will be in a position to 
issue an adequacy finding o the new SIP 
budgets in June 2003.   
 
KIPDA is initiating an amendment  of the 
KIPDA Horizon 2025 Regional Mobility Plan 
(RMP).  This conformity analysis reflects the 
FEIS Preferred Alternative “design concept 
and scope.”  The formal amendment will 
need to be processed after the 
“administrative freeze” is lifted.  This 
amendment is tentatively scheduled for 
action by the KIPDA Transportation Policy 
Committee in June 2003.   
 
Per 40 CFR 93.107, KIPDA will need to 
amend the Horizon 2025 Regional mobility 
Plan (RMP) to reflect the FEIS Preferred 
Alternative "design concept and scope" and 
updated project cost estimate prior to FEIS 
process completion for the Louisville Bridges 
Project (FHWA approval of the ROD).  The 
current KIPDA Horizon 2025 RMP reflects 
the ORMIS 4-lane recommendation for the I-
265 outer beltway between I-71 in Kentucky, 
and SR 62 in Indiana. The 4-lane I-265 
configuration resulted in an unacceptable 
LOS D, and so the Preferred Alternative 
provides for a 6-lane section.  Provision of 3-
lanes in each direction will result in the 
desired LOS C in the 2025 design year.   

 
The Louisville Bridges cost estimate in the 
KIPDA Horizon 2025 RMP is $868 million 
($700 million from Kentucky, and $168 
million from Indiana).  Based on extensive 
analysis in preparing the FEIS, and the 
March 18-19, 2003 Cost Estimate Review 
which incorporated contingencies for the 
unknown, the final FEIS baseline cost 
estimate is $1.936 billion (2003 dollars, 
$1.312 billion from Kentucky, and $0.623 
billion from Indiana).  The Financing Options 
document (available for viewing at the local 
project office) demonstrates that the 
respective states have a reasonable 
financing strategy to implement the project.  
Once KIPDA has amended their Horizon 
2025 RMP, demonstrated fiscal constraint 
and conformity, and FHWA/FTA have issued 
the conformity finding, the FHWA will be able 
to approve the ROD.  This issue must be 
addressed prior to issuance of the ROD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TABLE 5 
 

 
 

TABLE 6 
 

 
 

TABLE 7 
 

 
 
 

DAILY VEHICLE-MILES-TRAVELED (VMT) 
USED IN THE ACTION SCENARIOS 

OF THE REGIONAL EMISSIONS ANALYSIS 
(in 1000’s of vmt/day) 

YEAR INDIANA KENTUCKY TOTAL 
2012 8439 26928 35367 
2020 9318 29353 38671 
2025 11049 31818 42867 

DAILY EMISSIONS OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (kg/day)
EMISSION LEVELS FOR ACTION SCENARIOS 

YEAR INDIANA KENTUCKY TOTAL 
2012 4039 14534 18573 
2020 2629 10327 12956 
2025 3001 10282 13283 

 
NOTE:   The criteria for conformity are as follows: 
 

Regional emission levels must be below the maintenance plan emission budget of 
48.17 tons/day or 43,700 kg/day. 

 

DAILY EMISSIONS OF OXIDES OF NITROGEN (kg/day) 
EMISSION LEVELS FOR ACTION SCENARIOS 

YEAR INDIANA KENTUCKY TOTAL 
2012 7093 25151 32244 
2020 2501 11317 13818 
2025 2330 9717 12047 

 
NOTE:   The criteria for conformity are as follows: 
 

Regional emission levels must be below the maintenance plan emission budget of 
92.93 tons/day or 84,300 kg/day. 

 




